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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 119(a) 7 (d), which papers 
have been placed of record in the file. 

Abstract 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a separate 
sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 150 words 
in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the printer is 
limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," 
should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in 
deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the title. It 
should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," "The 
disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

Specification 

3. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 
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Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

For Claim 15, the claimed terms, "the pause time," of Lines 5, 6 and 10 have no antecedent 
basis. 

Claims 16-19 are rejected as being dependent of the rejected claim 15. 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC § 103 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 20, 21, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the background of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 in view of the invention 
of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249. 

For Claims 1, the background of Davies et al teaches that a switching control method 
comprising steps of: receiving the Ethernet frame containing predetermined priority 
information based on a service class from a source node; buffering the received Ethernet 
frame in a data buffer classified by a class of service (CoS) corresponding to the priority 
information (see Paragraph [0003]). 

For Claim 1, the background of Davies et al does not teach that a switching control method for 
controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame comprising the steps of: comparing a size of 
data currently buffered in the data buffer with a predetermined threshold value; when the 
size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is equal to or larger than the threshold 
value, generating a PAUSE frame containing a value of the CoS; and transmitting the 
PAUSE frame to the source node. For Claim 2, the background and invention of Davies et al 
teach all the limitations except that the switching control method, wherein the 
predetermined threshold value is necessary for determining a traffic congestion state. For 
Claim 6, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations except that the 
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switching control method, wherein the PAUSE frame further includes information of a 
predetermined pause time for which traffic transmission of a corresponding CoS is 
stopped. For Claim 7, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations 
except that the switching control method, wherein the source node receiving the PAUSE 
frame stops transmission of an Ethernet frame having a priority of a corresponding CoS 
for a predetermined time. For Claim 8, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all 
the limitations except that the switching control method, wherein information of the CoS is 
included in the PAUSE frame and header information of the Ethernet frame. 

For Claim 1, the invention of Davies et al teaches that a switching control method for 
controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame (see Abstract, Figures 1-2) comprising the steps 
of: comparing a size of data currently buffered in the data buffer with a predetermined 
threshold value (see Paragraph [0027]); when the size of data currently buffered in the data 
buffer is equal to or larger than the threshold value, generating a PAUSE frame containing 
a value of the CoS; and transmitting the PAUSE frame to the source node (see Paragraph 
[0010] [0052] i.e. according to IEEE 802.3, a PAUSE frame is a standard Ethernet frame with a 
unique type field, therefore with the 802. 1Q prioritization tag, the header of a PAUSE frame 
contains a value of CoS). For Claim 2, the invention of Davies et al teaches that the switching 
control method, wherein the predetermined threshold value is necessary for determining a 
traffic congestion state (see Abstract, Paragraph [0027]). For Claim 6 the invention of Davies 
et al teaches that the switching control method, wherein the PAUSE frame further includes 
information of a predetermined pause time for which traffic transmission of a 
corresponding CoS is stopped (see Paragraph [0054]). For Claim 7 the invention of Davies et 
al teaches that the switching control method, wherein the source node receiving the PAUSE 
frame stops transmission of an Ethernet frame having a priority of a corresponding CoS 
for a predetermined time (see Paragraph [0031-0035]). For Claim 8 the invention of Davies et 
al teaches that the switching control method, wherein information of the CoS is included in 
the PAUSE frame and header information of the Ethernet frame (see Paragraph [0052] 
[0045] i.e. according to IEEE 802.3, a PAUSE frame is a standard Ethernet frame with a unique 
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type field, therefore with the 802. 1Q prioritization tag, the header of a PAUSE frame contains a 
value of CoS). 

Claim 20 is an apparatus claim corresponding to the method claim 1, and is therefore rejected 
under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

For Claim 21, the the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations except 
that the switching apparatus, wherein the switching main module comprises: a switching 
logic for switching a transmission path of the Ethernet frame between the source node and 
the destination node; and a memory manager for classifying and storing the Ethernet 
frame received through the input port, generating the PAUSE frame, and transmitting the 
generated PAUSE frame to the source node. For Claim 22, the background and invention of 
Davies et al teach all the limitations except that the switching apparatus, wherein the PAUSE 
frame contains information of a predetermined pause time for which traffic transmission of 
a corresponding CoS is stopped. 

For Claim 21, the invention of Davies et al teaches that the switching apparatus, wherein the 
switching main module comprises: a switching logic for switching a transmission path of 
the Ethernet frame between the source node and the destination node (see Paragraph 
[0049]); and a memory manager for classifying and storing the Ethernet frame received 
through the input port, generating the PAUSE frame, and transmitting the generated 
PAUSE frame to the source node (see Paragraph [0049] [0052]). For Claim 22, the invention 
of Davies et al teaches that the switching apparatus, wherein the PAUSE frame contains 
information of a predetermined pause time for which traffic transmission of a 
corresponding CoS is stopped (see Paragraph [0054]). 

The background and the invention of Davies et al are analogous art because they are from same 
field of endeavor. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize the functionality of 802. 1Q prioritization to control (transmitting a special frame such as 
PAUSE frame) traffic with different priority accordingly. 

The motivation would have been that by blocking traffic according to different priority under 
different required scenarios yields optimal transmission performance since not all traffic are 
block; only the desired traffic is transmitted. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 20, 21, 22. 

10. Claims 5, 26, 27, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
background of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 in view of the invention of Davies 
et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 as applied to claims 1 and 20 above, and further in view 
of Chen et al U.S. Publication No 20030147347. 

For Claim 5, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations in Claim 1 as 
disclosed in the paragraph 9 of this office action except that the switching control method, 
further comprising the step of: when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer 
is equal to or larger than the threshold value, setting a predetermined state flag indicative 
of a traffic congestion state. 

For Claim 5, Chen et al teach that the switching control method, further comprising the step 
of: when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is equal to or larger than the 
threshold value, setting a predetermined state flag indicative of a traffic congestion state 

(see Paragraph [0015-16] [0029]), 

Claims 26, 27, 28 are apparatus claims corresponding to the method claims 1 and 5, and are 
therefore rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 

Davies et al and Chen et al are analogous art because they are from same field of providing a 
method to flow control at the congestion state of an Ethernet network switch. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 

implement the functionality of indicating different congestion states and allocate different share 

of buffer space for transmitting different data with from Chen's invention to Davies' . 

The motivation would have been that by doing so, the transmission rate of the high-speed traffic 

will not be significantly restricted by the low-speed traffic (or the congested one). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Davies et al and Chen et al to obtain the claim 

5,26,27,28. 

11. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the background of 
Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 in view of the invention of Davies et al, U.S. 
Publication No 20030185249. 

For Claim 9, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations in claim 1 as 
disclosed in paragraph 9 of this office action except that the switching control method, wherein a 
priority of the CoS associated with voice traffic is higher than that associated with data 
traffic. However, examiner takes official notice that assigning voice traffic with higher priority 
or CoS value than data traffic is well-known and common practice in the art. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
assign a higher priority to a voice traffic than a data traffic. 

The motivation would have been that by doing so, the system can dynamic control the flow of 
communication traffic under different scenarios, thus improve communication performance. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Davies et al and well-known knowledge in the 
art to obtain the claim 9. 

12. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the background 
and invention of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 as applied to claim 20 above, 
and further in view of the background of Lin, U.S. Patent No 6754179. 
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For Claim 23, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations in claim 20 
as disclosed in paragraph 9 of this office action except that the switching apparatus, wherein 
the switching main module further generates a UNPAUSE frame to resume traffic flow of a 
corresponding CoS when it is determined that the traffic congestion state in each of the 
data buffers is switched to a normal state on the basis of the reference information, and 
transmits the generated UNPAUSE frame to the input port coupled to the source node. 

For claim 23, the background of Lin teaches that the switching apparatus, wherein the 
switching main module further generates a UNPAUSE frame to resume traffic flow of a 
corresponding CoS when it is determined that the traffic congestion state in each of the 
data buffers is switched to a normal state on the basis of the reference information, and 
transmits the generated UNPAUSE frame to the input port coupled to the source node (see 
Column 1 Line 55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3 i.e. since an unpause frame is a pause frame with 
pause time value of zero, a value of the CoS also presents). 

The background and invention of Davies et al and the background of Lin are analogous art 
because they are from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of UNPAUSE frame to resume the data transmission as described in 
Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand yields better 
transmission performance since no time is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
and the background of Lin to obtain the claim 23. 

13. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the background 
and invention of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 as applied to claim 20 above, 
and further in view of the background of Lin, U.S. Patent No 6754179 and Dreyer et al, U.S. 
Patent No 6724725. 
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For Claim 24, the background and invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations in claim 20 
as disclosed in paragraph 9 of this office action except that the switching apparatus, wherein 
the switching main module further generates a UNPAUSE frame corresponding to the CoS 
when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is smaller than a threshold 
value. 

For claim 24, the background of Lin teaches that the switching apparatus, wherein the 
switching main module further generates a UNPAUSE frame corresponding to the CoS 
when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is smaller than a threshold value 

(see Column 1 Line 55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3). 

The background and invention of Davies et al and the background of Lin are analogous art 
because they are from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of UNPAUSE frame to resume the data transmission as described in 
Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand yields better 
transmission performance since no time is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
and the background of Lin to obtain the limitations of the claim 24. 

For Claim 24, the background and invention of Davies et al and the background of Lin teach all 
the limitations except that the switching apparatus, wherein the switching main module 
further generates a UNPAUSE frame corresponding to the CoS when a pause time has 
expired. 

For claim 24, Dreyer et al teach that the switching apparatus, wherein the switching main 
module further generates a UNPAUSE frame corresponding to the CoS when a pause time 
has expired (see Abstract, Column 12 Line 48-67, Column 13 Line 1-17). 
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The background and the invention of Davies et al, the background of Lin and Dreyer et al are 
analogous art because they are from same field of providing a method of controlling data flow at 
a network node. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate Dreyer' s automatic flow control mechanism to dynamically pause and unpause the 
data communication between nodes with Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by automatically pause or unpause data traffic yields better 
communication performance since no resource is wasted waiting for manual commend. . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the claim 24. 

14. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the background 
and invention of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 as applied to claim 20 above, 
and further in view of Dreyer et al, U.S. Patent No 6724725. 

For Claim 25, the background and invention of Davies et al teach that the switching apparatus, 
wherein the switching main module further generates a PAUSE frame corresponding to the 
CoS when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is equal or larger than a 
threshold value (see Paragraph [0010] [0052] i.e. according to IEEE 802.3, a PAUSE frame is a 
standard Ethernet frame with a unique type field, therefore with the 802. 1Q prioritization tag, the 
header of a PAUSE frame contains a value of CoS). 

For Claim 25, the background and invention of Davies et al do not teach that the switching 
apparatus wherein the switching main module further re-generates a PAUSE frame 
corresponding to the CoS when a pause time has expired. 

For Claim 25, Dreyer et al teach that the switching apparatus wherein the switching main 
module further re-generates a PAUSE frame corresponding to the CoS when a pause time 
has expired (see Abstract, Column 12 Line 48-67, Column 13 Line 1-17). 
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The background and the invention of Davies et al and Dreyer et al are analogous art because they 
are from same field of providing a method of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate Dreyer's automatic flow control mechanism to dynamically pause and unpause the 
data communication between nodes with Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by automatically pause or unpause data traffic yields better 
communication performance since no resource is wasted waiting for manual commend. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the claim 25. 

15. Claims 10, 11, 12, 14 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
background of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 in view of the invention of Davies 
et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249, the background of Lin, U.S. Patent No 6754179 and 
Pope et al, GB Patent Application 2372679. 

For Claim 10, the background of Davies et al teaches that a network switch for controlling 
traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source node is 
transmitted to at least one destination node (see Paragraph [0002]); a switching control 
method comprising steps of: transmitting an Ethernet frame to the destination node from a 
data buffer according to a corresponding CoS; the data buffer buffering an Ethernet frame 
based on a service class (see Paragraph [0003]). 

For Claim 10, the background of Davies et al does not teach that a switching control method 
for controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source 
node is transmitted to at least one destination node, comprising the steps of: comparing a 
size of data currently buffered in the data buffer with a predetermined threshold value. 
For Claim 1 1, the background of Davies et al does not teach that the switching control method, 
wherein the predetermined threshold value is necessary for determining a traffic 
congestion state. 
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For Claim 10, the invention of Davies et al teaches that a switching control method for 
controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source 
node is transmitted to at least one destination node (see Abstract, Figure 1-3), comprising the 
steps of: comparing a size of data currently buffered in the data buffer with a 
predetermined threshold value (see Paragraph [0027]). For Claim 11, the invention of Davies 
et al teaches that the switching control method, wherein the predetermined threshold value 
is necessary for determining a traffic congestion state (see Paragraph [0027]). 

The background and the invention of Davies et al are analogous art because they are from same 
field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize the functionality of 802. 1Q prioritization to control (transmitting a special frame such as 
PAUSE frame) traffic with different priority accordingly. 

The motivation would have been that by blocking traffic according to different priority under 
different required scenarios yields optimal transmission performance since not all traffic are 
block; only the desired traffic is transmitted. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the limitations of the claims 10, 1 1. 

For Claim 10, the background and invention of Davies et al teach the above limitations except 
that the step of extracting a payload of a packet/frame and storing the payload of the 
packet/frame. 

For Claim 10, the Pope et al teach that the step of extracting a payload of a packet/frame and 
storing the payload of the packet/frame (see Abstract, Figure 2). 

The background and invention of Davies et al and Pope et al are analogous art because they are 
from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of processing the header and payload of a data packet/frame 
separately from the invention of Pope into Davies'. , 

The motivation would have been that by separating the header from the payload and processing 
them separately reduces processing power when passing required information to the receiving 
end. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
and Pope et al to obtain the limitations of the claim 10. 

For Claim 10, the background and invention of Davies et al and Pope et al teach all the 
limitations except that the method, wherein when the size of data currently buffered in the 
data buffer is smaller than the threshold value, generating an UNPAUSE frame having a 
value of the CoS and information indicating termination of a PAUSE state; and 
transmitting the UNPAUSE frame to the source node. For Claim 12, the background and 
invention of Davies et al and Pope et al teach that the switching control method, further 
comprising the step of: allowing the source node receiving the PAUSE frame to stop the 
traffic belonging to a corresponding CoS (see Davies et al, Paragraph [0010] [0052]). 

For Claim 12, the background and invention of Davies et al and Pope et al do not teach that a 
similar UNPAUSE frame can be received to terminate the PAUSE state of traffic belonging 
to a corresponding CoS. For Claim 14, the background and invention of Davies et al and Pope 
et al do not teach that the switching control method, wherein the information indicative of 
the termination of the PAUSE state is time information set as a zero pause time. 

For Claim 10, the background of Lin teaches that the method, wherein when the size of data 
currently buffered in the data buffer is smaller than the threshold value, generating an 
UNPAUSE frame having a value of the CoS and information indicating termination of a 
PAUSE state; and transmitting the UNPAUSE frame to the source node (see Column 1 Line 
55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3 i.e. since an unpause frame is a pause frame with pause time value of 
zero, a value of the CoS also presents). For Claim 12, the background of Lin teaches that a 
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similar UNPAUSE frame can be received to terminate the PAUSE state of traffic belonging 
to a corresponding CoS (see Column 1 Line 55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3 i.e. since an UNPAUSE 
frame is a PAUSE frame with pause time value of zero, a value of the CoS also presents). For 
Claim 14, the background of Lin teaches that the switching control method, wherein the 
information indicative of the termination of the PAUSE state is time information set as a 
zero pause time (see Column 1 Line 55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3). 

The background and invention of Davies et al, Pope et al and the background of Lin are 
analogous art because they are from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of UNPAUSE frame to resume the data transmission as described in 
Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand yields better 
transmission performance since no time is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al, 
Pope et al and the background of Lin to obtain the claims 10, 11, 12, 14. 

16. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the background 
and invention of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249, the background of Lin, U.S. 
Patent No 6754179 and Pope et al, GB Patent Application 2372679 as applied to claim 10 above, 
and further in view of Ahlfors et al, U.S. Patent No 7061868 and Chen et al U.S. Publication No 
20030147347. 

For Claim 13, the background and invention of Davies et al, Pope et al and the background of 
Lin teach all the limitations in claim 10 as disclosed in paragraph 15 of this office action except 
that the switching control method, further comprising the step of: transmitting an 
UNPAUSE frame when the predetermined threshold value is below the congestion state. 
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For Claim 13, Ahlfors et al teach that the switching control method, further comprising the 
step of: transmitting an UNPAUSE frame when the predetermined threshold value is below 
the congestion state (see Abstract, Figure 3). 

The background and invention of Davies et al, Pope et al, the background of Lin and Ahlfors et 
al are analogous art because they are from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of UNPAUSE frame to resume the data transmission once 
congestion is resolved to Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand yields better 
transmission performance since no time is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al, 
Pope et al, the background of Lin and Ahlfors et al to obtain the limitations of the claim 10. 

For Claim 13, the background and invention of Davies et al, Pope et al, the background of Lin 
and Ahlfors et al teach all the above limitations except that setting predetermined flag 
information indicative of a traffic congestion state as a value of a traffic normal state. 

For Claim 13, Chen et al teach that setting predetermined flag information indicative of a 
traffic congestion state as a value of a traffic normal state (see Paragraph [0015-0016] 
[0029]). 

The background and invention of Davies et al, Pope et al, the background of Lin, Ahlfors et al 
and Chen et al are analogous art because they are from same field of providing a method to flow 
control at the congestion state of an Ethernet network switch. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
combine Ahlfors and Chen's inventions to set the predetermined flag when an UNPAUSE frame 
is transmitted, which represents the traffic state is normal. 
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The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand such as 
according to congestion states of the system yields better transmission performance since no time 
is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al, 
Pope et al, the background of Lin, Ahlfors et al and Chen et al to obtain the claim 13. 

17. Claims 15, 16, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
background of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 in view of the invention of Davies 
et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 and Dreyer et al, U.S. Patent No 6724725. 

For Claim 15, the background of Davies et al teaches that a network switch for controlling 
traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source node is 
transmitted to at least one destination node (see Paragraph [0002]). 

For Claim 15, the background of Davies et al does not teach that a switching control method 
for controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source 
node is transmitted to at least one destination node, comprising the steps of: comparing a 
size of data currently buffered in a data buffer based on a service class with a 
predetermined threshold value; when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer 
is equal to or larger than the threshold value, generating a PAUSE frame containing a 
value of the CoS and information of the pause time; and transmitting the PAUSE frame to 
the source node. For Claim 16, the background of Davies et al does not teach that the 
switching control method, wherein the predetermined threshold value is necessary for 
determining a traffic congestion state. 

For Claim 15, the invention of Davies et al teach that a switching control method for 
controlling traffic flow of an Ethernet frame which is received from at least one source 
node is transmitted to at least one destination node (see Abstract, Figure 1-3), comprising the 
steps of: comparing a size of data currently buffered in a data buffer based on a service 
class with a predetermined threshold value (see Paragraph [0027]); when the size of data 
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currently buffered in the data buffer is equal to or larger than the threshold value, 
generating a PAUSE frame containing a value of the CoS and information of the pause 
time; and transmitting the PAUSE frame to the source node (see Paragraph [0010] [0052] 
i.e. according to IEEE 802.3, a PAUSE frame is a standard Ethernet frame with a unique type 
field, therefore with the 802. 1Q prioritization tag, the header of a PAUSE frame contains a value 
of CoS). For Claim 16, the invention of Davies et al teaches that the switching control method, 
wherein the predetermined threshold value is necessary for determining a traffic 
congestion state (see Abstract, Paragraph [0027]). 

The background and the invention of Davies et al are analogous art because they are from same 
field of endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize the functionality of 802. 1Q prioritization to control (transmitting a special frame such as 
PAUSE frame) traffic with different priority accordingly. 

The motivation would have been that by blocking traffic according to different priority under 
different required scenarios yields optimal transmission performance since not all traffic are 
block; only the desired traffic is transmitted. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the limitations of the claims 15, 16. 

For claim 15, the background and the invention of Davies et al teach all the limitations except 
that allowing a predetermined network unit controlling the traffic flow to start an internal 
timer and to determine whether the pause time has expired; if the pause time has expired 
regenerating a PAUSE frame. For claim 17, the background and the invention of Davies et al 
teach all the limitations except that the switching control method,wherein the source node re- 
stops transmission of the Ethernet frame for a time included in the pause time information. 

For claim 15, Dreyer et al teach that allowing a predetermined network unit controlling the 
traffic flow to start an internal timer and to determine whether the pause time has expired; 
if the pause time has expired regenerating a PAUSE frame (see Abstract, Column 12 Line 
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48-67, Column 13 Line 1-17). For claim 17, Dreyer et al teach that the switching control 
method,wherein the source node re-stops transmission of the Ethernet frame for a time 
included in the pause time information (see Abstract, Column 12 Line 48-67, Column 13 Line 
1-17). 

The background and the invention of Davies et al and Dreyer et al are analogous art because they 
are from same field of providing a method of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate Dreyer's automatic flow control mechanism to dynamically pause and unpause the 
data communication between nodes with Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by automatically pause or unpause data traffic yields better 
communication performance since no resource is wasted waiting for manual commend. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to corpbine the background and invention of Davies et al 
to obtain the claims 15, 16, 17. 

18. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
background and invention of Davies et al, U.S. Publication No 20030185249 and Dreyer et al, 
U.S. Patent No 6724725 as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of the background of 
Lin, U.S. Patent No 6754179. 

For Claim 18, the background and invention of Davies et al and Dreyer et al teach all the 
limitations in claim 15 as disclose in paragraph 17 of this office action except that the switching 
control method, further comprising the step of: when the size of data currently buffered in 
the data buffer is smaller than the threshold value, generating an UNPAUSE frame in 
which the pause time for a corresponding CoS is set as M 0 n and transmitting the 
UNPAUSE frame to the input port coupled to the source node. For Claim 19, the 
background and invention of Davies et al, Dreyer et al and the background of Lin teach all the 
limitations except that the switching control method, wherein the UNPAUSE frame is 
generated in the same data format as a data format of the PAUSE frame. 
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For Claim 18, the background of Lin teaches that the switching control method, further 
comprising the step of: when the size of data currently buffered in the data buffer is 
smaller than the threshold value, generating an UNPAUSE frame in which the pause time 
for a corresponding CoS is set as "0" and transmitting the UNPAUSE frame to the input 
port coupled to the source node (see Column 1 Line 55-67, Column 2 Line 1-3). For Claim 19, 
the background of Lin teaches that the switching control method, wherein the UNPAUSE 
frame is generated in the same data format as a data format of the PAUSE frame (see 
Column 2 Line 1-3). 

The background and invention of Davies et al and the background of Lin are analogous art 
because they are from same field of controlling data flow at a network node. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement the functionality of UNPAUSE frame to resume the data transmission as described in 
Davies' invention. 

The motivation would have been that by resuming paused transmission on demand yields better 
transmission performance since no time is wasted for waiting the preset pause time to reach zero. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the background and invention of Davies et al, 
Pope et al and the background of Lin to obtain the claims 18 and 19. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

19. Claims 3 and 4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

20. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

For claim 3 and 4, prior art fails to show alone or in combination that data packets are still being 
stored in the remaining space of a queue even under congestion state. 
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Conclusion 



21. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. Kalkunte et al, U.S. Patent No 6031821, Mishra et al, U.S. Publication No 
20060164988 and Tanaka, U.S. Publication No 20040170127 are cited to show similar network 
switch controlling data flow by utilizing 802.3 standard functionalities such as PAUSE frame or 
CoS with respect to the conditions of buffer status or congestion states. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wei-po Kao whose telephone number is (571)270-3128. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30AM to 5:00PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Dong 
Ton can be reached on 571-272-3171. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



W.K. 
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